Chapter overview
Sandiford's contribution is a good example of the interpretative variation of the pragmatist research ideology, which is obviously his philosophy underlying this, and that which underlies the ethnography-observation-participation dilemma he critically analyzes in this chapter. His within-group qualitative unit of analysis focuses on "the implications of participating or only observing when conducting ethnography during organizational field studies" (editor's interpretation). It is customary for a researcher at the far right of the pragmatist ideology-but not quite constructivist-to take an interpretative approach while encouraging participants to assist in the reflection and clarification in the meaning of the data and phenomena collected. His approach seems close to action research insofar as he advocates the researcher to participate in ethnography so as to promote a better expression of the phenomena from the sociocultural perspectives of the participants as a whole. Speaking from my own experience, I advise researchers to clarify their research design ideology, otherwise they are likely to have their manuscripts returned from fundamentalists 
Introduction
The whole development of physical science has been a process of combining theory and observation; and in general every item of physical knowledge-or at least every item to which attention is ordinarily directed-has a partly observational and partly theoretical basis . . . Thus our axiom that all physical knowledge is of an observational nature is not to be understood as excluding theoretical knowledge. I know [emphasis original] the position of Jupiter last night. That is knowledge of an observational nature; it is possible to detail the observational procedure that yields the quantities (right ascension and declination) which express my knowledge of the planet's position.
As a matter of fact I did not follow this procedure . . . I looked it up in the Nautical Almanac. That gave me the result of a computation according to planetary theory: It is the essence of acceptance of a theory that we agree to obliterate the distinction between knowledge derived from it and knowledge derived from actual observation. It may seem one-sided that the obliteration of the distinction should render all physical knowledge observational in nature. But not even the most extreme worshipper of theory has proposed the reverse-that in accepting the results of an observational research as trustworthy we elevate them to the status of theoretical conclusions. The one-sidedness is due to our acceptance of observation, not theory, as the Supreme Court of Appeal [emphasis added]. (Eddington, 1958, pp. 10-11) 
Why observe?
Direct observation is an integral part of many types of research, indeed as shown in the opening quotation, it is often seen as the most convincing form of evidence (I believe what I can see), although it is often sidelined in the business and management field. It is not always clear why this is the case, although the preponderance of a questionnaire survey and interview studies in the literature could suggest that it is often considered more appropriate (perhaps, if more cynically, researchers may consider it easier) to ask research subjects questions about their experiences, attitudes, motivations etc. However, it would probably be foolish to ignore the methodological advantages of observation for many investigations into human areas of activity. Certainly researchers in other fields cannot really avoid observation of one form or another; researchers could hardly ask atoms and molecules (physics, chemistry), weather systems (meteorology), animals, plants (biology), or long dead people (history) why they behave the way they do/did; of course, positivist researchers in the natural sciences have long recognized the significance of observation within
